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Response to Letter 21 

 
FRASER, DAVE 

 
 
 
1. Several of the bird species listed in this comment letter were addressed in the Plants 

and Animals section and Appendix II.  Specifically, Section 3.4.2 (and Table B.2) of 
Appendix II lists several species associated with saltwater habitats observed during field 
reconnaissance of the site, including double-crested cormorant, herring gull, northern 
shoveler, great blue heron, and belted kingfisher.  In addition, Section 3.4 of Appendix II 
notes that local references suggest that over 60 species of birds could use the beach 
and open water habitats bordering the project site.  Moreover, Section 3.5 of the Plants 
and Wildlife Assessment discusses the occurrence of State listed Priority species for the 
site and vicinity, including bald eagle, great blue heron, osprey, and others.   

 
The Plants and Animals section of this EIS address impacts of the proposed mining and 
reclamation plans on wildlife and plant communities, including State listed and Priority 
species.  The proposed plan would not expand the mining area, only the depth.  Thus, 
other than loss of early successional communities within the existing quarry area, which 
is already disturbed, the proposed mining plan would not result in additional significant 
adverse impacts on plant communities or wildlife habitat.  The perimeter buffer 
communities and shoreline habitats would remain undisturbed.  Consequently, no direct 
impacts to birds and other wildlife occupying the shoreline and bay habitats are 
expected.   
 
The Proposed Action would not increase hours of daily quarry operations, currently from 
7:00 AM to 7:00 PM.  The number of trips per year to load the gravel onto barges on the 
eastern edge of the site may increase; however, the maximum number of daily trips 
would remain the same.  The waterfowl and other wildlife observed or noted in the 
comments currently use the area in the context of the current levels of mining activity, 
which suggests that they area habituated to the daily quarry activity.  Given that the level 
of mining activity is expected to remain essentially the same, significant adverse impact 
on waterfowl or other wildlife using the shoreline or bay habitats are not anticipated from 
the noise associated with the mining operations, barge loading activities, or from the 
number of daily barge trips.   

 
2. Comment acknowledged.  The proposal would not increase daily hours of quarry 

operations; operations would continue as they are currently from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM.  
As noted in response to comment 1 of this letter, the number of annual trips in loading 
product onto barges may increase, but the frequency of trips on a daily basis would 
remain the same and from the same location.  The comment indicates that a group of 
herons feeds on the tide flats at the northwest end of Mats Mats Bay and at dusk move 
to the east side of the bay, along west perimeter buffer of the quarry to “roost” there.  
Communal roosts are not typical for herons outside of the breeding season (April 
through July), and there are no known nesting colonies in the immediate vicinity of the 
site.  As indicated in Appendix II, the nearest known rookeries are located over three 
miles south of the site.  These colonies, the Port Ludlow Bay colony and the Port Ludlow 



Mats Mats Quarry Final EIS  4-78 
Chapter 4 – Comment Letters and Responses 

colony, were active in 1999, and 2001, respectively; additional information is not known 
for 2002 (pers. comm. J. Brookshire, WDFW, November 25, 2002).   

 
Based on antidotal information, the current heron activity along the perimeter of the 
quarry appears to be associated in part with a local bait farm located on the east side of 
Mats Mats Bay south of the site.  Herons have been observed foraging in the bay and 
perching in trees along the shoreline and in the trees near the bait farm in the evening 
and early morning.  Because the birds roost in these trees outside of the breeding 
season and no nests have been observed, it is likely that the birds perch in these stands 
due to the proximity to the foraging areas, including the bait farm and Mats Mats Bay.  
Heron activity in vicinity of the bait farm tends to diminish in late fall with the seasonal 
closure of the bait farm.   
 
Nevertheless, the herons have been observed in and around the quarry and appear to 
be habituated to the quarry activity.  As stated in Appendix II, approximately 12 herons 
have been observed hunting, resting, and flying over various parts of the site.  Herons 
are commonly seen perching within the quarry on large boulders, and the conveyor 
systems during the day while the quarry is active.  Winter quarry operation occurs until 
after sunset (7:00 AM to 7:00 PM), and the birds continue to perch in the same areas on 
the west perimeter of the quarry, on the east shore of the bay.   
 
Because the quarry activity is an existing use to which the herons have apparently 
become habituated, and the proposal would not increase the hours or general level of 
mining activity on a daily basis, adverse impact to great blue herons are not anticipated. 

 
3. Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response to Letter 4 (Jefferson County), 

comment 60 and Response to Letter 7 (Mats Mats Area Coalition – March 7) comments 
90 and 92.  Please also refer to the Noise section of this Final EIS for an additional 
measure to require additional noise monitoring after the type or location of equipment is 
changed. 

 
4. Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response to Letter 4 (Jefferson County), 

comment 60. 
 
5. Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response to Letter 4 (Jefferson County), 

comment 60 and Response to Letter 7 (Mats Mats Area Coalition – March 7) comments 
90 and 92.  Please also refer to the Noise section of this Final EIS for an additional 
measure to require additional noise monitoring after the type or location of equipment is 
changed. 

 
6. Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to Response to Letter 4 (Jefferson County), 

comment 60 and Response to Letter 7 (Mats Mats Area Coalition – March 7) comments 
90 and 92.  Please also refer to the Noise section of this Final EIS for an additional 
measure to require additional noise monitoring after the type or location of equipment is 
changed.  The 36” Jaw would not operate after establishment of the 42” Jaw. 

 
7. Comment acknowledged.  Proposed extraction and reclamation activity would take place 

between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., Monday through Friday, consistent with provisions in the 
Jefferson County Unified Development Code. 
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8. Production at the Mats Mats Quarry is currently limited by equipment and facility 
capacities, and barge exports are limited by loading area constraints.  No change from 
these historic conditions are proposed.  Annual production rates identified in the EIS are 
based on the historic mean.  However, the environmental analyses prepared for this EIS 
address conditions under full operation.  The proposal does not propose any change in 
operating hours. 

 
9. Comment acknowledged.  The Plants and Animals section of this Final EIS has been 

revised to acknowledge the commercial and private oyster beds found in Mats Mats Bay.  
Because no significant impacts to water quality were identified for the Proposed Action, 
significant impacts to commercial shellfish operations are not anticipated.   

 
 In regards to the labeling of Figure 4 of Appendix III, Associated Earth Sciences, Inc. 

(AESI), the authors of the Appendix III, correctly described the content of Figure 4 in the 
text discussion; however they mislabeled the actual figure.  The air quality consultant 
(MFG) prepared the dispersion modeling analysis and AESI utilized the results and the 
figures from it in their discussion. The Figure 4 title should be “Surface Deposition in 
grams per square meter per year”.  A property just inside the Bay would receive 
approximately 0.2 mm of dust deposition per 100 years.  Please refer to the Air Quality 
and Surface Water sections of this Final EIS for detail on dust deposition. 

 
10. Please refer to response to comment 12 of this letter. 
 
11. Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to response to comment 8 of this letter. 
 
12. Mine discharge in the future was evaluated by the performance of the system ugraded 

by Glacier Northwest, Inc. to treat water subsequent to its purchase of the property in 
1996, because this same system is proposed for future treatment under all mining 
alternatives.  Based on turbidity and TSS results from the NPDES General Permit 
monitoring over the past five years, it is not expected that turbidity and TSS would 
measurably change as the result of continued mining. Turbidity samples collected during 
two site visits in May and June 2002 (A.C. Kindig & Co.) were within the background and 
the Class AA standards for Mats Mats Bay, and similar to turbidity measured in Mats 
Mats Creek at the same time.  Turbidity would be continued to be monitored bi-monthly 
from the S-1 and M-1 outfall and TSS would continue to be monitored quarterly from the 
M-1 outfall as required under the NPDES Sand and Gravel General Permit.  Based on a 
dust deposition analysis performed for the EIS, dust deposition was determined to be 
insignificant in terms of accumulation over the lifetime of the mine; see Response to 
Letter 7 Mats Mats Area Coalition – March 7, comment 64.  Other than spills from 
product transfer by truck or barge (to Admiralty Inlet), there are no other means for 
sediments to reach marine waters from the quarry.  It is possible that the sediments 
noted are a result of tidal action and past silt deposition in the Mats Mats slip, prior to 
Glacier’s acquisition of the mine. 

 
13. Please refer to Response to Letter 2 (Department of Fish and Wildlife), comment 1. 
 
14. Please refer to the Response to Letter 4 (Jefferson County), comment 20 for a 

discussion on why fugitive dust monitoring was not conducted. 
 
 


